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UNITED STATES GENERAL Accourmue omca e
WASHINGTON, D.C. zmua;:ai_ -

P’

MANAGEMENT DIVISION s Lo
B-214852

. o - S o ST

The Honorabie Augustus F. Hawk1ns ol '~;“f - ”' ey
‘Chairman, Joint Committee on Printing . ' ' ~ o EO =
Congress of the Un1ted States '

Dear Mr. Cha1rman- ;q} o i

This report summar1zes the views of depos1tory 11brar1ans on. 1
the Government Printing Office's (GPO's) depository library program .;;
as obta1negé;rom a‘ questionnaire we administered. The question- . - /-
nairé was veloped to obtain bagkground information for our re-
.sponse to the former Chairman's bruary 1o, 1983, request for a v
comprehensive. audit-of the dépos1tory l1brary program as adm1n1s-‘“»'
tered by the Super1ntendent of Documents.,g ,yj_J, , hy e f‘

R s . _ e

The object1ve of our quest1onna1re was to ogta1n the l1brar1— :
ans' views on GPO's, administration of the depos1tory l1brary pro-‘vv -
gram. We mailed the questionnaire to the total universe of 1,382 - -
* -depository libraries in July 1983 and received.'l,246 completed B
quest1onna1res fOr a respgnse rate of 90 percent. 2N

~

s

Appendlxes 1nclude- _'f . %‘ o f. EARI o 'f - .’pfﬁ

. I._ "L1brar1ans' Views on GPO s Depos1tory L1brary Program' -
~ . which discusses the l1brar1ans'5responses to the individ-

ual quest1ons,’1ncludes tables reflect1ng these v1ews, and

summar1zes the l1brar1ans‘ narrative comments."
- s , -

II,,_"Survey of Depos1tory‘L1brar1es' Views Concern1ng GPO s S0
" ‘Depository Library Program", the actual quest1onna1re, B Lo
whlch ‘notes the librarians' responses to each quest1on. o

.,

: As arranged with your off1ce we are send1ng a copy of th1s re-
port to the Public Printer. We appreciate the efforts of your
staff, the Pub11c Printer, and GPO personnel in providing informa-
t1on that helped in develop1ng the quest1onna1re.a4,g :

S1ncere&y ours,

S o -
o . . : v o

. —\' i} . B ’ ‘.‘ " _,‘ 1 ‘ ’ »
o ,

‘Frederick¥b. Wolf
Director o
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 LIBRARIANS' VIEWS ON GPO.'S’ DEPOS

o L N R A Y Lo
S - In July "1983, we ‘conducted ‘a ;survey of the 1,382 libraries in.
© . #}./.GPO's Depository Library Program as -part of our:review of the man--

* " sagement and operational efficiency Qf the GPO Depository Library -
_Program. The/ purpose of the survey -was to obtainiinformatéon on
<the librari®&'. views on GPO Depositeory. Library Program and the ;
"'service.jt.provides to them. A mail~out questionnaire was used to

ask the depository-libraries quéstionqirggardingfL%ftheir library
“-size and|type 2) 'the- current serviceJGP0~provides.-dnfdocumentvdis—‘,_‘

- tributior 3) the service.the libraries, receive on other documents, -

' such as paps’ or soil 'surveys 4), 6 GPO's cataloging and 5) the format

. of the onthly Catalog.. We Eeceivea.1,246‘cOmplethqguestionnaites
" for a response rate of 90 percent. . (For:a copy of,théfques§ion—

naire, de app. TI). [
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DEPOSITORY LIBRARIES SRR DU

are -regional depgsitory libraries (libraries required by Title 44

to receive 'all ‘documents ‘GPO publishes under its Depository Library
Program) - and the/ other 1,332 libraries are selective depository
libraries (libraries which do not receive all docpyments GPO pub-
lishés.under_thé;program, but do select those they think.would

.fbf'the 1,38§‘libfariésfin GPO's Depository LibfaryﬂProgréh, 50

interest their Psers).’ , EETERE - -
o - v.0f the 1i %ariés that resbonded»to.ouf survey, 47 were re- .
. gional depository libraries, 1,194 were selective depository
' libraries .and the remaining five did not indicate whether they were

regional or sqﬁective-depository libraries. .

~>

" The librarians.were asked to indicate what type best described
their‘library&'such‘as,academic library, court library, or public:
library;'Mosﬁ'of-tpe;librariesl(57'pércent) indicated they were an
academic library.  Public library was the next largest type of
library with 20 percent in this category. The table below shows "

-~ the different. type of libraries responding to our survey.
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Table 1

\'; ; R 'Z 2222*95 lerary

L © APPENDIX I~ -~

. - Library type = .. .- . .7~ - " Libraries °
S R Number - Percent
RN NN e T -
Academlc 11brary A 786, 56.7
"Public’ library - 250 = 20.1
Law school library - - . - 125 - 10.0
.State library agency 45 3.6
Court library e e 45 3.6
_ Federal - agency 11brary - s -4 . 43 - 3.5
. Other - A e - .30 2.4
'No answer - : a L Ty L2 ' o2
Total Lt le246 100,0

oo One of the best 1nd1cators for measuring t e size of \a 11brary
- is the number of volumes a library has. Therefore, we as ed the
depository libraries how.many volumes their librar . "and
learned that. the size of these depos;tory libraries ranged from
- libraries with less than 50,000-volumes to 11brar1es with more than’
four million volumes. Over half. %he libraries had’ between 100 000
and 500,000 volumes 1nc1ud1ng ‘paper "and, m1crof1che.

*

Ta_ble_?-

ﬂl . o ; S >-'Size Qf Library-

[ oL y -

Libraries = .

Number .0f volumes ; ’

v : : - Number - ‘ : Percent

" Less than 50,000 : ' _ - 74 S "5.9 °
50,000 to 99,999 : - 125 - 10.0
100,000 to 199,999 _ : 299 T .24.0
200,000 to w999 - _ - 342 , T 27.4
500,000 to ‘94,999 ™ 188 c 15.1 -
1,000,000 to 3,999,999 - 178 : L 14.3.
4,000,000 or more _ : . 34 _ 2.7
No answer ) B b 6 : 5

Total - ' . 1,246 L 189.0

-

e GPO hgs about-5 500 item numbers or types of documents avail-
‘able for selection. We asked these librarians to estimate how many
!!Eem numbers they selected from the Depository Library Program.

ly #he selective depository libraries were considered hecause the
regional libraries are required to get every item. The. 11brar1ans'.
answers ranged ‘from 16 Selections to 5,500 selections. On the
average, these ‘selective depository 11brar1es selected 1,617 item’
numbers’ or types of documents from the Depos1tory Library Program-.

Fy
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LIBRARIANS.' VIEWS ON GPO'S : o ' , -
DOCUMENT DISTRIBUTION SERVICE. - : oL

The- librarians were asked a series of .questions on how well

. GPO filled orders. Specifically, we sought to determine if the GPO’

sh1pments contained ‘ , ‘ L.

--the correct’ number of documents, . L

-

f-extra documents (documents the depos1tory 1hbrary had not
requested but stLll rece1ved), or

L — mlsslng" documents (documents the 11brary had requested
but did not rece1ve). v

1.

We also sought to- determine how 11brar1ans felt about the 'dis-—

tribution of- the documents,‘the quallty of "the m1crof1che GPO dis-
tr1butes, and the process of - select1ng documents.

N
o

Extra documents versus _"m1s51ng" documents . C . N
; b

Most of the se1ect1ve depository 11brar1ans said they rarely -
received an extra paper Or microfiche document that they had not
requested. About 50 percerit indicated they never received extra
paper documents in shipments or received them less than once per
month. About 56 percent indicated they never received extra
-microfiche documents in shipments or rece1ved them less than once

per month., C : _ . g ' y

A Y
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' . o f; : 'Table 3 T e . : _
) h . ) . s 7 - . . ’ ' o
’ Number of Times Per Month Libraries Rece1ved Documents o .
) » - Thby Had Not Requested' N , w7
. Libraries receivimg vLibrar{es receiving
Times per month " paper documents 'microffche.documepts
; Number ~  Pergent Number  Percent '
25 or more - 18 . s - 15 1.3 .
10 to 24 ' 34 2.8 5% .36 3.0
5to9 - \ 77 .. 6.4 1 . - 6.8 i
1 to4d . 461 |y 38.4- {363 - 30.3°
Less than once " 483 40.3 © 513 42.8 _
Never. . o . 102 _ 8.5 o <154 0 - 12.8
- No answer o 24 . . 2.0 . 37 3.0
Total S 14199 1100.0 1,199 100.0
_Not applicabled 47 T 47 “
Total o 1,246 | .. 1,246

aThe figures include the regiodnal depos1tory librariés, which do

not select documents because they are supposed to recelve,l’ery—
thlng.

" , )
. Librarians experienced more pr y not receiving docu-
ments they had requested than by rece ng ‘extra documents.
' "Missing" paper documents were more of a problem than "missing®™ .

microfiche.  About 39 percent of the depository libraries said
paper documents were missing from their 'shipments about 1 to 4
times a month. Another 26 percent said paper '‘documents were miss-
ing from their shipments 5 or more times a month. With respect to
microfiche, about 34 percent of the libraries did not receive _
microfiche they had selected about 1 to 4 times a month. Another
19 percent of the libraries did not receive microfiche they had
selected 5 or more times per month. Table 4 shows tHe number of
times per month that deposltory libraries did not: receive paper or.
m1crof1che documents in their shipments.

o
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- N Table:- 4 LT

Number of Times Per Monih'Selected"Décuménts  o,
g - .

= ' Were Missing From Shipment
: I N Libraries.missihg o 'DibrafieS'missing
« “Pimes per month - * _paper documents * microfiche documents
_ . o “Number® ~Percent ' ~ .Number - Percent -
-/ .. 25 or more 6 5T .6
.~ 10 to 24 . . - 91, 7.3 ot 60 4.8
5 to 9 . 232 - _18.6 166 13.3
lto 4 483 © 38.8 : - 422 . -33.9
Less than once 312 25.0 369 . . 29.6
Never. ' o 92 _ L/‘ 7.4 : 181 14.5
“No. answer T 30 - - 7 2.4 - 41 ' 3.3
(. - . Total 1,246 ' 100.0 . 1,246 100
'tDistribution of documents *- St .

Next we asked questions regarding the ‘timeliness and'effi-
ciency of the document distribution. Specifically, we asked if the
. documents were distributed on time. -Also we wondered if a document .
was missing from a shipment did GPO, follow up and»gibvide that doc-
‘ ument later to the library.  And finally we wondered if the micro-
fiche documents libraries received were in the most efficient for-
mat for“a library. ' v - -

t

) We asked librarians how many times per month 8lowrness in—~ S

receiving a document from GPO had caused problems, such’ as not
"being able to handle a user's request promptly. Almost 60'pe?cent
of the libraries reported GPO had mnever been slow in distributing
o the documents or had been slow.less.than oace a month. Another
30 percent of the.libraries said PO had leen slow z'to 4 times a .

-
v
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month. And almost 11 percent of the libraries indicated GPO had
beéen slow‘s to 25 or more timés a month.

,

. _ 0 Table.5~, -,

!"
- - L2, e

-

. . Number of Times Per Month GPO's Slowness in Distributing
g Documents Kept the Library From Helping the User Promptly .

-

Times per month

— -

N Libraries

Nimber Percent
25 or more N b s .9
10 to 24 _ . o S 32 - 2.6 t
+ 5 to.9 ST e .90 . - T2
1 to 4 . o S 3677 29.5 '
-Less than. once e - 564 . T 45.3
Never _ S 165 : 0 13.2
NoO answer . ‘ L 17 1.4
. Total . Ll.246 100.0 '
L C\ s ‘ . .

Résults from our next quesﬁion showed that "missing" documents °
‘were little or no problem. When requested documents are not re-
ceived in a. shipment (“missing",document), the libraries can submit
a claim to GPO for the documents. We asked libraries how often, if
at all, the failure to receive \ claimed document from GPO causes
"« _.the \libraries a problem. Over 80 percent of the libraries said
*  they never or rarely (leéss than once per month) experienced prob- -
lems because GPO had failed to provide thHe claimed document.

4

Table 6

Number of Times Per Month Libraries Experience Problems
Because GPO Failed to Provide a Claimed Document

.
- .
. . . . PR
. .

Times per month L o 5 Libraries
Number . _Percent’ )
A0 or more o 5 | 40
5 to 9 o 7 - 2.2
1 to 4 o 18 14.7
Less than once . . 716\ . 57.5
Never e . . 283 \ O . 22.7
No answet ' L 732 2.6
> - . 3, i ' . .
Total ! 17246 ' 100.0

}
We learned from our final question on document distribution
that GPO had distributed.some documents in a microfiche format
which was not in the libraries'; oY (the users' best interests.
Forty-four percent of the libraries) said they  had eiperfenced,great
t . . . v

/ .

[ N ’ 4

10
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ssues of the serial had;been in paper. This presented a problem . .
or .the libraries since ¢£he serials then could not be stored to-
gether and a problem for the users since the serials were difficult
tp use simultaneously. - '

i {zfoblems receiving eertain serials in microfiche when -all other

. _Table 7
. A Extent of ﬁroblém Libraries - o v;,
L Experience When Serials Are in Microfiche - A ©

~ And Previous Editions of the Serial Are in Paper Feérmat

Extent of probieﬁ ~ °  Tibraries ,

o Number Pertcent
Great e ' . _ 548 - 44.0
Moderate ) A 216 ; 17.3
Some ) i ‘ 168 ’ 13.5
Little to none - 270 - . 21.7 -

- No' answer : o 4 - 3.5
- Total "l.246 .100.0

Quality of microfiche

With respect to the quality of the microfiche, we asked the
libraries how many microfiche documents were physica%}y damaged, or -
had poor readability, inadequate or inaccurate header information, '
or illegible headers. The majority of the libraries found the
microfiche in good conditiorf. The following table shows how many
times per month the libraries received microfiche of poor quality.-

7 11
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. PO LT : L .« . ’
° : .
. R - . Jable 8 . . :
. K . - == - ! . e - t
. ’ . . : . O . .
. , Cos

. - .;'._ SRR " Number of Times Per Month lerarlo.s Recelve 3 . o
] ' b S Microfiche of Poor Quallty ° - .
2 - , . . . - - ' A . . . . . . —
N o N , . tnadequate inaccurate - . . .
Times ., Physically. ~/ Poor= ~ “ headerr - - header Ittegible
.7 per month _ ° amg ~ _readabl [1ty informatlon » Information . headers
. “ o  Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
] 5or mre 41 3,3 105 ‘8.2 165 . 13.3 180 13,7 40 3.2 . .
1t 4 107 8.6 241 19,3 237 . 186 217 "22,2 126 101 .
. " Less than .o _ . ) T R « ’
once . 454 36,4 . 558 . 44,8 434 34,8 42 33,8 491 39,4
. R ) ._ o g ’ . - - ) ’ R
- Nevér - o 609 - 48,9 298 . 23,9 378 30.3 341 27.4° %50 44,1
No answer 35 2,8 ' 46 3,7 37° 3.0 37 3.0 39 3,1

3

Total 1‘246 100,0 1‘246 ' 100,0 1'246 ~ 100‘0 1‘246 .10030 l|246“ 100,0
. . . - . A

-

The process -for selectiﬁg documents

As mentioned earlier, selective depository -libraries select
the documents they receive from GPO while regional depository
.libraries .are required to receive all documents distrjbuted under
GPO's. Depository Library Program. The next questions on the
selection process were 1limited to the 1,194 selective depository
libraries. . . - ‘

Selection of items had credted a problem for about half of the
selective depository librdrians. That is, the number of item num-~
bers needed for selectivity was not enough. Once items were selec-
ted, these librarians had difficulty receiving the items. Over 55
percent of the selective depository librarians said they were dis-
'satisfied with the length of time between item selection and the ’
receipt of the item. . -

>
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The selective depository 11brar1ans were asked whether ‘the
cyperlntendent of~Documents, GPQ. (SuDoc) classification number
ould be used for d€lection instead of item numbers.‘ Although the
‘opinion of the. librarians varied, more librarians agneed than dls—
agreed with this proposal. About 45 percent’of the selective .
depository librarians said they agreed GPO could elimlnate item
numbers .and instead make ‘each class stem a new basis for, selec-
tion. About 36 percent disagreed w1th this proposal. The fol-
. 'low1ng table shows’ har the librarians; v1ewed th1s proposal.'

I'S

D . Tabled | o

~

'R“_‘/ " Librarians' V1ews on Proposal: ~GRO Could Ellﬂﬁnate Item
Numbers and Make Each Class Stem a New Basis for Selectlon )

:'Type of response ) -._r~ ' Librarlesa E
< ~ ’ ) ' . " Number , " Percent
 Agree . L .~ 583 o 45.5 '
Disagree ) E \ ) 431 .. - . 36.1
Neither . o e o - 199 . 16.7
Np?answer} s 21 R ) ‘1.8 ’ 4
. Total , . S 1.--124'.'_ .. 100.,0 ° L
- - - . . =
A aOnly selective depository llbrarles are included because only they
' partlclpate in the selection process. *

»  Both reglonal and selective deposltory 11brar1es were asked if
the SuDoc class stem (e.g: GAl.l3:) could be- s1mp11f1ed because
both kinds of libraries at times refer to documents. by that num~ - | -
.ber. Speclflcally, we asked how many 11brar1es would favor GPO
-assigning publications a SuDoc class stem that remains the same
.regardless of ohanges that occur in the agency. Most librarians
preferred a simpler cfas91fdcatlo system "that would-'not change
every time agency changes‘bccur. ver 60 percent of the libraries
agreed that.GPO should assign publlcatlons aSuDoc class stem that

‘ remained the same. These views are shown in the follow1ng table.

‘...;_":- . 4 o . L 3 . . 1

-

1
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Librarians'' Views on Proposal: ~ GPO Should Ass1gn .
Publications Suboc Class Stems That Remain the Same -

Typeé of response y ' ' L1brqx1es -

\ ) ' f_ Number : PerCent
Agree | - 7166 o T 65.4
Disagree . . 248 . 21420
Neither , R 4 136 . - 11.6

) No.answer - o e 21 e . _ l.8 -
- Total - Coian ©100.0
Not appliable (do not :' ST
use SuDoc numbers) ' 75
" Total - G 1,246
.4 C . (‘l :

§

LIBRARIANS' VIEWS ON OTHER DOCUMENTS

We sought to determine the librarians' views orf documents
. other than the standard puﬂﬁlcatlons, such as 1) those documents -
.not offered through the GPO Depository Library Program, 2) Voo
geographically specific material like material from the U.S. Census
or U.S, Geologlcal Survey and 3) GPO's newly expanded map service.

Documents not offered by GPO Deposltory L1brary Program

Ninety percent of the 11brar1es had received user requests for
documents not offered through GPO's Depository L1brary Program and
about 50 percent of the libraries had at least one user request a
month for these documents. : :

) Most (53 percent) of the libraries which had requests for
documents not offered through GPOls _program did not try-to obtain.
the document from- GPO. Eighty-three\percent of those libraries
which did request a document said GPO\made the documents available -
‘only sometimes or rarely. ' - - :

To determ1ne how 11brar1es generally get documents not: offered
‘through GPO's Depository L1brary Program, we asked the libraries to
enter the percentage of time they obtained the document from an-
other source such as another library,. member of" Congress, or agen-—
cy. Answers varied depending on whether librarians were obta1n1ng
the document for their own collection or for users.’':-About 37 per-
cent of the time, libraries wh1ch needed the document for its own
collectlon obta1ned the document through the GPO sales program. -

-
N

- 14
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Wwhen the document was needed by a user, the libraries tried to ob-.
tain the document about 48 percent of the time by borrowing it-
through interlibrary loan. The following table shows, the different
ways the libraries tried to obtain the document and the average
percenf of time that the libraries tried each method. :

&_' _ C | Table 11
Methods Used by Librarians té Obtaiﬁ.bocuments not -Offered
: Through GPO Depository Library Program :

.

~
Ay

v o o | . Average peréent of time
Method dsed to obtain .documents- librarians used method .

)

- For library's

- - o own collection For users

Borrow through interlibrary loan . 8.3 ° 47.5

Contact member of Congress or : 8.6 5.4
committee’ ' : '

Contact the.agency -~ - . . ‘ 18.5

Obtain from GPO sales program 37.3

Obtain them’ from a commercial source ' 9.4

Obtain from Documents Expediting Project 4.5
" (Library of Congress, Subscription

9 . 0 DR
"3.6
1.6

'Service) ) 4 -
Refer to other sources : ’ 6.4 15.8
Unable to obtain ' 6.9 4.5
Total : . 100,0 1000
Geographically specifié material . .

Currently, regional depository libraries are required by Title
44 to keep all gebgraphically»specific-material, such as
statistical material, maps; -agriculture surveys, and flood -
_studies. Over 80-percent -of the libraries favored a change in the
Title 44 requirement. ’ ' o : - :

P . . .

The librarians wgre asked to comment on three suggested
methods for keeping these materials. The present method, in which
regional depositories keep this material for the entire country,
was favored by only 14 percent of the libraries. '

The -second method, favored by 32 percent of.the libraries,
would require regional libraries to keep the materiaf only for the
state where they were located, with an option of keeping. more
material. = g o :

The third method was‘favored,by more than half the libraries.; .
Under .this method the regional .depository libraries would keep the
material only for their region of the country with an option of
keeping more material. (w?falso looked at these results. by type of

. : - e . . B
1} - R

u 15 -
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ylibrary,‘régional verSus-sélective,.and found no signifﬂcant ’ _

difference in hoWw they responded.) The results are presented in-

_the following table. . . . S ~ :
L L SEEEEE R i

a -
. »
)

Methods Advocated for Keeping Geographically Specific
Materials at Regional Depositery Libraries:

a
3

Method advocated for keeping materials = ' - Libraries
' ' o _ %% 'Number: . Percent
Keep material for the entire country . 175 . 14.0
(present method) : s & . ‘
Keep material for the state only, with = S 399 . - 32.0s
. - option of keeping more material = ) B : |
" Keep material for their region of the country 644 - 51.7
"+ wWwith option of keeping more material SRR o
.No answer . ' T .28 .. 2.2
Total - - . _ 1,246 . 7.100,0

To get some idea of the need for libraries to keep some geo-
graphically specific material, we asked the librarians to”indicate-
how often they received requésts for U.S. Bureau of the Census »

material, -U.S. Geological Survey maps, soil surveys, and flood. in-
surance studies. Material from the. four categories was divided
into two types--material that covered areag outside the library's

a3

own state and areas outside the library's own region. -

2 *

Most libraries did receive requests for :U.S. census:materials
on areas outside the library's state on.outside the libary's
region; but the same was -not true of U.S. Geological Sufvey maps,
soil surveéys or flood 'insurance studies. -Libraries in our survey
indicated little interest in this latter material.

U h »

ha : v « . <
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. o . . . - .

‘ The follow1ng table shows how often 11brar1es recelved fequests
. for these materials. '

in

-~ Y . o ) o
8. *
’ . , N ‘ Frequoncy of Requests &celved gl.lbrarlos
. o . L + - Y For GooLaphlcally Specl.flc.Maforlal
: © . Type'of ° . Libraries recelving requosfs S o . .
material - __Frequently - Occasionally Sefdom ‘. ' No ‘answer Total
' Nz"f :Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent. .Number Percent Number Percent
T ’,.“ Lo ’ ‘. 4 i ‘ ' l . . .
U.S. . c_eh(sus . ’ . . ' v (.
material: c- _ . . ,
" Outside - 1, & v _ _ . 5
the state 493~  39.6 347 27,8 - 391 - 31,4 15 1,2 1,246 100,0
. Qutside ' ST Co B o :
4 ° #he regloﬁ 375 30,T . ° 362 . 29,1 490 . 39,37 19 . 1.5 1,246 100,0
" ) . .&v. Geologlca| T ‘ o s o I : o~
A Survey maps : ' .u,’ o : : >
o L;‘Oufsldo S {.,,' S ) v R o :
¢ the state 256 “1iixﬁgz . 2718 22,3 684 54,9 28 2,2 1,246 100,0 -
Oufslde . -, . 4, 2th . . . ) . e
the reglon 205 ]"1- . 237 19,0 772 62,0 32 2,6 1,246 100,0
e Sog' surve?s: o ' ST . : .
sl fSlde 5'- "y ST ‘ . e L
W T4, Skthe: siafq“ 88 7.0 ©142 11,4 994 79.8 ..,22 1,8 1,246 100,0
) 'if 2 *ﬁe.rbﬁloQ;fGB 5.5 u7 9.4 1,038 83,3 23 1.8 1,246 100,0
e ‘»‘\“.‘, . - ] . )
n*“Flood lnsur‘i
b . ° ’
T3 T sl 4,1 1,109 93,8 23" 1,8 1,246 100,0
- ’ ‘ )
. 02 36 2,9 1,183 94,9 24 1,9 1,246 100,0
kS ’ /’, "
!.
’ E L
/0
i . L] i
. . i ) . N
, ) , 13 ,-7 _
o : ' ' ‘ . T
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-GPO s expanded map serv1ce

Although GPO
depos1tory llbrar'
‘maps other thap U. $“'Geolog1ca1 Survey or Bureai of the Census-

' maps.‘ In our qgestlonna1re, we listed 13 types of maps and, asked
the - l1brar1ans'which maps they were interested in receiving (see -
app.=II for the list of maps). Forty-three percent of the’ librar~
ians wanted U.S5: Geological Survey maps and 56 percent wanted Bu- *
reau of the Census maps. For the other 11 maps, the interest'

. tanged from only 11 ‘percent {Tennesse€e Valley Authorlty maps) to

260 percent (U. S "Forest Service ‘maps). . : , ' 2 toL

- > [ : ‘ o : .
LIBRARI‘ANS VIEWS ON GPO CATALOGING . oo .

;expandlng the types of | maps ‘available to: the

The follow1ng section contains the llbrarlans' op1n1on!‘about
GPO's cataloging. To find out these opinions, weé addressed several "
. issues. First; we asked librarians to rate the overall quality of . .
GPO.'s qatalog1ng.' Next, librarians respondedﬁto questions on GPO's fﬁ
descr1pt1ve cataloging and GPO's use'of Library of Congress subject-
headings. Also llbrarlans were asked about the use’ of 3pec1al
‘:_vacabularies, such as those found in legislati ve work the Onllne
Computer Library Center's_ (OCLC) cataloging, G personal name’ . ¢
author1ty work, and the rules to follow when Cata oglng documents.‘
The issue of cataloging scientific and technical documents also; was
addressed.  We asked how l1brar1ans ‘ilt about 'the components of
the Monthly Catalog.
F1nally, we asked about specific catalOglng procedures—-whether
.GPO should set priorities when cataloging items, and,, if so, what
items should be expedited. The librarians also weve asked about
GPO'S current.method of cataloging items when OCLC had already :
created a catalog record for the item.- . .

Overall quallty of cataloglgg -o/‘

Librarians in our survey showed very llttle displeasure w1th 1
GPO's cataIOging. In fact, over 70 perceidt 'of the llbrarles gave a .~
~gbdod rating to the quality of GPO's cataloging as found in the
Monthly Catalog s subject head1ngs, author1ty work, main entries,

=

‘the librarians expressed little interest 1n.'ﬂf,f
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added entries, and other access*pdints,'_Thé,follpwingrtable shows
how highly the librarians rated thé quality of GPO's cata{pging;

" APPENDIX I

«
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. 1.‘ A . : .
. . L ) . KRR e ot

) _ Table .14 ol
. P ‘ '--:f——- P \
Libraridns' Views on the Quallty - - N
| - 0f 6PO Catalogling In Selective Areas : ‘
. . . ) . - \
Selectlve : S Librarles rating
- cataloging . . Nelther . _ ’
areas: - - Good _Lood nor J&oﬁ‘ Poor "No answer Total - . "‘
‘ ’ Number Percent Number Percent - Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
.. Subject * 977 78,4 . 180 _ 14,4 , 57 4.6 . 32. 2.6 1,286 100,0 )
: ‘headlings S : o
Author.l ty 942" 75.6 217 17.4 36 2.9 51 4,1 1,286 100,0
work | ‘ : ‘ : ‘ o
Maln entries 1,025 82,3 155 - 12,4 28 2.3 38 3,0 1,246 100,0
., 4dded entries 948 76.0 225 18,1 32 ° 2,5 41 3,3 1,246 100,0
Other access ~ 889 71,3 - 246 19,7 ' 41 ° 3.3 70 - 5.6 1,246 . 100,0

polnts

'_DeSCfiptive‘cataloging _ .

With ‘respect to descriptive cataloging. we a:".v.. . tuc. 3SPO
should 1) add mor~ information, 2) keep the descriptions the same,
or 3, make the -des._riptions shorter. About two-thirds of the -
librarians thought GPO's descriptive cataloging should remain the

 same. Fifteen percent thought GPO should add more’ information in
.its descriptive cataloging. . Another 15 percent thought GPO should
.make the descriptive cataloging shorter. (Four percent did not

. answer the question.) ‘ o

'Libragj of Congress subject headings

R .qg‘ Librarians in our survey. generally wanted GPO to"gontinue us-—
g Library of Congress. subject headings, but  to- make the: subject
headings, more specific. An overwhelming majority, over 90 percent
of the librarians, thought GPO should continue to use, Library of
‘Congress subject headings. About 53 percent of the librarians
. thought GPO should use more spécific Library of Congress subject
“ \_ headings.. - ) ' I .

€ -

. GPO's hse of special vocabularies

4 S . * T o .
{ ‘ Almost one out of three.1ibrarians’was‘udaecided when asked if
»1\\ .GPO should use scientific and technical vocabularies and about one
"~ out.of three was undecided when asked if GPO .should use legisla-
tive information vocabularies. For both of these special vocabu-

laries{‘mqre'librarians said GPO should use the vocabularies than
not. However, because of the large number of undecided librarians,
.no clear opinion can be stated. . . . e
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.Use of OCLC for cataloging o . ‘ -

"ot

Our survey asked about the type of impact ‘on the libraries if
GPO developed an in-house cataloging systemt and withdrew from
OCLC. A majority of the:librarians said if' this happened . .the - .
libraries would experience a negative impact. - Over 60 percent. of °’
the librarians thought-éPO should not withdraw from OCLC. About

one third said if GPO should.draop OCLC and perform the cataloging

in-house it would: have little or no impact on their libraries. “ The

fbllowing table illustrates this point: C .
L - . o ) . R o . .
Table 15 .. .. :
. o . L N\ e . ...V-“_.' :" \
. Impact on Libraries if GPO Dropggdg"w4 4
. OCLC and Developed In-House Cataloging System
Impact oh libraries . ey : Libraries
: v , - - .. Number .. ‘Percent
Positive impact o L 567 4.4
Little or no impact . 406 32 6
Negative impact ' - 761 - 61:1
. No answer R : 23 i 1.8
. Total ' | L 1a246 ~100.0

We also looked at these results baséd on the size of the li-
brary. ZGenerally the larger the, library, the more often libraries
said GPO should not drop OCLC and develop its own in-house catalog-

(ing. Of those libraries responding to:‘the question, 26 percent of
. the smaller libraries with less- than 50,000 volumes felt this would

\ - 5 -~
. . :

20
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have a negative impact compared with about 71 percent of the
‘i larger libraries with one million or more volumes. The table below
® lllustrates this-point. - _ . L

' T » . Table 16 o A

tmpact on Different Size Librarles If GPO Dropped
OCLC and Developed |n-House Catalogling System

: Size of llbrary - ]
Impact on . Less than 50,000 to 200,000 to - 1,000,000
llbr-m'y/S0,000’ volumes 199,999 volumes ' 999,999 volumes or more volumes
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number “erée:
) Poslflve o
Impact 2 2,1 ", 2o T o3aN - 6.4 5 4,2
Little or no oo : , o )
Impact 52 70,3 165 38,9 142 26,8 47 . 22.7\-
. ¥ )
Negat|ve . . o
Impact 19 25,7 238 . 56,1 347 65,5 151 7].24
No answer oA ‘1,4 10~ 2,4 7 1.3 . _5 2.4
Total? 74 100,0 424  100,0 530 100,00 - 212 100,0
- ' - 85ix dld not answer fhe quesflon on the slze of thelr Ilbrary, and are not Included
In fhls table, 2 * e

. ’ %

~

Pergonal name authority'work .

Almost half of the librarians said a negative effect would ,
result’ if GPO discontinued its personal naie authority work. But
-48 percent of the librarians thought GPO could discontinue its
personal name authority work and the librarsfles ‘'would not notice.a

» difference (only a little or no impact wou¥d be felt). Another )
percent thought the libraries would experlence a p051t1ve 1mpact 1f
GPO dropped this work.

N I - ‘ 17—,} I
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L ; o '~ - Table 17 ,
. . _ ' Ty —_— C . , \ .
. . Impact on Libraries if GPO . »
Discontinued Personal Name Authortty Work

Libraries

Impact on libraries' ' , . - :
. ' o . ) Nunpber . Percént |

", Positive impact . -~ 48 . 3.8,
-+ 'Little or no impact . ° ' 597 ° . 47.9 °

© Negative impact . : . 589 B - 47.1

.No Answer ' - 14, o 1.1

Total S - : 1,246 -~ 100.0 )
Again, we looked at these results based on the- size of the
library and found. the larger the library the more the. libraries
thought GPO should not discontinue.its personal nameyauthority
. work. Of those responding to the question, 27 percent of the

» smaller libraries with less than 50,000 volumes felt if GpO dis-

‘ continued its personal name authority work it would have a negative
effect on their libraries. For the larger libraries with over one
million volumes about 55 percent felt their libraries would experi-
ence a negative impact. - T T . ' .

2 | - | |

Table 18 - -

, . .. . o Impact on Dilfferent Size Llbrarles 1f GPO

Discontlnues Personal Name Autholrty Work ‘ '

4 | o
: ~ Slze of llbrary : lr“
Impact on Less than 50,000. to 200,000 to " 1,000,000
|1brarles 50,000 volumes 199,999 volumes 999,999 volumas . or more volumes
. Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

«

Positive 2, 2,770 2 2.8 - 29 5.5 5 2.4
Impact . o ‘ .
Little or - 51 68,9 230 54,2 225 - 82,5 88 41,5
“no Impact - i E N
~. Negatlve 20 27,0 173 40,8 . 274 51,7 17 55.2
' Impact , ’ ' 
. No Answer; A 1.4 9 2,1 2 A 2 .9
Total? Z:‘ 100,0 424 ]00.0‘ 530 100,0 - 212 IOQ?O

S
K
:

agix |lbrarles did not answer. the question on the slze of their |lbrary and they
. are not Included In the table.

ERIC ~
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'j) LeVel of cataloging rules ) .

T Co Anglo—American Catalogihg Rules,; Second Edgtion (AACR2) has 3
. levels 'of cataloging--Level 1\(m1n1ma1 level cataloging), Level 2,
and Level: 3 (highest level). ‘GPO currently uses Level 3
cataloging. pd < .
About half the 11brar1ans thpught GPO could use Level 2 and
the information in the cataloging records still would be sufficient
for the libraries' referencing needs. We also asked if Level 1
would suffice for the librarians' referencing needs and over 60 ,
- percent of ‘the librarians said kevel 1 was not sufficient. The
results of our survey are jllustrated in the following table. -.

- Table 19

Will Level 1 or'Level 2-Cataloging
.Suffice for Reference Purposes?

Te

' Response o : "AACR2 Level 1 . AACR2 Level 2
Response, ,

Numbek  Percent Number _ Percent

Yes -7 240 - 19.3 ., Gig '49.7 -
Undecided _ - -~ 152 12.2 ' 11.2
" No ' o ’ 792 63.6 419 33.6
No answer or don't know ' 62 .+ 5.0 . 68 5.5
0.0 1,246 100.0

Total . 1,246 10

Scientific and technical documents

About half of the’ 11brar1ans said 11tt1e or no problems
resulted from GPO not cataloging scientific and technical
documents. Only 10 percent of the librarians indicated they had
great problems because these documents. had not been catalog®d.

Table 20 ’

Problems Experienced by Librarians Because Scientific
, And Technical Documents Are Not Cataloged

Degree of ' ;

Y problem E o ’ Librarieslg?

' : : . " Number - Percent

Great S 125 . 10.0
Moderate _ , = 270 . 217

Some - ¢ : e 217 17.4
Little or no problem S , : 609 48.9

-Névanswer’ . . _ . 25 T 2.0
Total " 1,246 . 100.0.

2 3 . . . N A.U o

19
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LY !
" . Although most. of the librarians in shr'survey‘said they cur-
“rently do not have many problems that result from GPO not catalog-
, ing scientific and technical documents, we asked the librarian®* to
§ . . comment on seven suggested méthods for cataloging these documents.
+Thé number of librarians with no opinion ranged from 16 to 28 per-
cent. Of those.that did express opinions, {the views varied from
strongly support to strongly oppose. Thes
responses are listed in app. IIrJ - . \
. . . . _
Printed Monthly Catalog ; ‘ \

seven methods and the

Librarians‘qﬁge asked how often they had problems in ac¢cessing
documents’ which wé€re not cgtaloged in the’ printed Monthly Catalog.
We were primarily.interested in the printed Monthly Catalog because
this catalog was used by most libraries.

. A majority of the librarians said they had problems in access-
ing ‘documents because the documents had not been cataloged in the
porinted Monthly Catalog. Of the 1,246 libraries, over 90 percent
said they used the Monthly Catalog. -Of those libraries which used
the catalog, about 30 percent said they frequently'experienced
problems because theé catalog was incomplete and over 40- percent o
said they ocgasionally experienced problems. The following table
shows .the fr;huency of this problem. -

)
.

Table 21

How Frequently Libraries Expérience Problems
. Because Printed Monthly Catalog is Incomplete

- .. - “
L e a . -

Frequency | - Libraries !

: ' Number - Percent
'Frequent > ! 356 29.6
Occasional ' . . 496. 41.2
Seldom oo 313 . -26.0
No answer ) . _ 38 3.2 . ..

Total - ° "7 1,203 . l00.0
Don't use system e S a3 B -
Total ” 1,246 - <
N

.Priorities in cataloging

We asked the iibrarians if GPO should set any priorities in
¢ = cataloging documents. The majority of the librarians in our survey
(961) indicated certain items should be cataloged before others.
In our survey we then listed nine items and asked the -961
~librarians to what extent they felt GPO should expedite cataloging
. . . ‘ ) . ‘
Q ' - _ P 20 224
ERIC ! . y
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~of each item (see app. II). "Of the nine jtems, listed over 80 per-

- cent of .the librarians felt items covered jn the .news media.should'
' . receive the highest priority, while only 10 percent thought maps,
should receive the highest priority. o .

L1

The table'below lists the nine items in order of preference..
Table 22

] . : Y 4
Preference of Ttems for GPO Priority Cataloglhg e

-

Expedite to .4 -gredt extent-

Item )

. : Number ~ Pgrcentd
Items covered in the news media \\ : 785 - ‘Aj . 8l1.7
Census publications 694 72.2
Congressional documents 626 - 65.1
Items for sale through GPO : . 566 58 .9

- Presidential publications - . 52} 54.2,
. Library of Congress requests' based 452 - 47.0
on cooperative cataloging agreement ’ T :
with GPO S . .
Scientific and technical material 234 -24.3
Items not for sale through GPO . Te 77195 20.3
Maps ' 95 9.9

;Percentages based on the 961 librarians whﬁ.thought GPO should set’
priorities when cataloging. - ' T ey

GPO cataloging me thod

Sometimes, as GPO begins to catalog an item, they find OCLC.
already has a cataloging record for that item. -Since GPO ‘is the
authority, they modify the OCLC record. In our survey we asked if
librarians thought this was the best approach or would another
approach be better. Specifically we asked should GPO 1) always
change the OCLC record (present method), 2) change the OCLC record
.less often, or 3) accept the record as OCLC has it. We also gave a
fourth choice for those with no opinion. Over half of the
librarians said they thought GPO should always change the OCLC
record. Over 26 percent said. they had no opinion. .

i

LIBRARIANS' VIEWS ON MONTHLY CATALOG

asked questions concerning 1) the Monthly Cat log's format and
size, 2) the libraries' usage of the Monthly Catalog, 3) the
librarians' views comparing the Monthly Catalog with an expanded
publication Reference File (PRF) and 4) characteristics of an ideal
Monthly Catalog.

To determine how libraries regarded the ;%nthly Catélog, we

- . \ 21
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Present format and slze

’ It / 4

The majorlty,of the 11brar1es were satisfied with b th the.: . \
format and the size of the Monthly C&talog. Over 75.percent of the :
~libraries said they were Satisfied with the format of-the printed‘ '
Monthly Catalog. ' Only about ie percent of the libraries were .dis-

satlsfled with the format ' he remalnlng 10 percent e1ther had
no opinion or were undeci , _ .
* - ) Regardlng the size of the prlnted Monthly. Catalog, about .
y 60°percent of the libraries said it was about right. Only about
2 percent thought- "the Monthig‘Catalo was too small. .The remaining-

- 33 percent felt that the.Monthly Cat log was, too 1arge and 5 per-
. cent had no oplnlon. e | , -
e s In the questlonnalre, &evﬂ% 1 alternatlves to the qgrrent for-v
mat of the Monthly Cdtalpy wep listed (see app. II). 'The librar-
ians again thought the: ,'enb ormat more useful than the alterna- -
tives listed. 0ver 8&&9_' thefllbrarlans thought the

—4**~present format usefulp& librarians thought ‘the alterna-

1

tives were:. useful:fv .ﬁ'"natlves llstedﬁ at most, only
©. s 22 percent of the llbragges 1& any one ®f the alternatives waé of
great use. e ‘L‘" -~ SR

.

v -

. Use of the Monthly Catalbg

. In our survay we, aaked wﬁat percentage of time was the Monthly
Catalog used for’ &)wgﬁtaﬂég 2) accessing current material, and
~3) accessing retrdspg %1ve*ﬁat3§ial, compared with the PRF and ,
,other sources. When' tt&lﬁ'%tb \ccess retrospective materlal,

'“Ilbrarlans prlmarlly)us d t nthly Catalog. When trying to _
-access current materlai llbrarlans used the PRF about as often as
the Monthly Catalog. - For cataloging, the librarians used the
Monthly. -Catalog more than theuPRF, but mainly used other sources.
The next table 111ustrates ‘this p01nt.

.'\‘
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.~ .psefef the Monthly Catalog ‘ds Compared with ™
-?Kig - The .Publication Reference File (P ~and -Other Sources
. . T T B e e ] — T . T T — .

j 4 . -
Cota g e e T e U Average

perdént of time libraries . -
“use .sources for: . . .
o i .~ - Accessing _..Accessing - .
Tel - N . ‘current_ ., retrospective "
" -Sources: ... Cataloging? . .- materialP.  : material®. .

Ce
A

-

Cjonthly Catalog . 30.2 . . % 369 . 0 589

. ..

PRF = - - el 's;sff“‘tiir T 3607 Yo 13.7
S o - s M

. ~other .. -, .. _63.3 . - . _26.4 - 27.4 " s
100.0 - - - s

N s

E

' rotal . 7 l100.0 -

o el TR N
'f”aBaséé'oh38?é libraries fesﬁqnﬂihé'to the quesdtion.. , _
’ bBased on lplso_libraries'respgnding to; the question., - . R

. - , L ‘ e i e
. CBased oﬁ“1,123;libraries responding to the question. .

lv" . - . ' T T ’ -
4

"Preference--Mon
-—= - -

thly Catalog vs. an expanded PRF -
‘We .asked the librarians in'.our.survey if they would prefer an

- expanded 'PRF (one that ig#ludes documents other than sales docu-' .-
Jpents) tc the Monthly Catalog. More librarians agreed than dis-
"dgreed-'that they would prefer an expanded PRF to the:Monthly Cata--

. log. -About 42 percent of the librarians-said they would prefer the
_ -”PRF 'to ‘the Monthly- Catalog, if the PRF included documents other '
. . than- sales doggments. '

v over 33 percdnt of, the libraries said -they
would not prefer the PRF te the Monthly Cataldg. The remaining.
© 24 percent were undecided- or did not answer the question. - Because
~ a large-percentage of librarians weré undecided, we feel no cléar
qusition can be stated. AP T oo :
Characterigtics of the ideal Monthly Catalog N _5“\\\L'

PR

o In our-survey we listed nine characteristids of"a Monthly Cat-
: -alog. We askéd the librarians_ to indicate: how important or unim-
. . .portant they thought each¥characteristic was.' &1l pine ‘character-
- .istics were thought to -be important by a majority of the librar- . .
ians. However, some were COnSidereq noré important whan others.

R An ovefwhelming'majprity30§ilibrarians,'OVér_95 percent, .
% 4. thought the Monthly Catalog should be. current and have a complete
; .index. Other characteristics of great importance included 1) the

s - 12 S reo e :
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1

.. Monthly Catalog should.be ‘inclusive of all documents 2) .the Monthly

" Catalog 'should be cumulatiye, and 3) the Monthly Catalog should be
easy to use'(a‘dhe<§£gg_ggg§:25). Almost 90 percent of the librar-.
ians considered these chara ristics of great importance. The T
‘table below lists the nine characteristics in order of preference.

o - _ ] ' Table 24 o e :
- . o - 1 : v _ . - *,'.
© o, . _ Importance of Certain racteristics In - - - . R

. o o The Monthly Catalog _ _ ' ‘
Character=- oL & . o o .
Istlcs - -important 'Undecided Unimportant No answer ‘Total -
Number Percent Number.Percent - Number Percent Number Percent Numbeér Percent
K Current 1,217 97,7 LT .6 - - 22 1.8 1,246 - 100,0
*  Complete 1,202 96,5 18 1,4 2 .2 24 1,9 1,246 100,0°
index | : : . ) N [P .. ’ ,
Inclusive 1,148 92,1 47 - 3.8 23 1,9 28 2,2 1,246 IQ0.0
. of all ’ : :
documents ) : ’ .
2 Cumulative 1,108 . 89,0 81 6.5 28 2.3 29 2.3 1,246 100,0
" Ease of 1,1000 88,2 7 57 40 3.2 35 2,8 1,246 100.0
;s ~ using- ‘_ ) : * . .
catalog ) y : . 2
(one=-step ' '
. process) : . -'
c Descriptive. 941 75.6 153 12,3 127 10,2 25 = 2,0 1,246 100,0
. <. - loforma= - ’ . L N
. tlon about L. ) s B ] ’ ?g T
the .contents - . ' e L
of the pub- - - T
lication o _ ' : ) ! . e
Inclusive of 795 63.8 256 © 20,5 169 - 13,5 26~ 2.1 1,246  100,0
- | all corpor= . RS . ' o -
, ate authors . . . .
5 ' Inclusive of 766~ - 61,5 252" . 20,2 201 © 16,1 27 2,7 1,246 100,0
' all per= : . . ' ‘ B :
. . _sonal : : - » T .o
- authors S : i : ' o ' :
.+ Short Item  732-'- 58,7 326 26,2 .13 10,9 52 4,2 1,246 100,0
, degcrlp- R o ‘ : ’
tions R ' 5 }

*

R

Al

V‘Additidnal comments—-dverall satisfactory evalugtion of program

J *  Space was provided at the end ofjthewquestibhnaifé for the ’ o
! “1ibrarians to make, additional comments on the questionnair%?or e
GPO's Depository’Library Program. About 40 ‘percent of the libraries ®

wrote additional’comments at the end of the questionnaire. Most of :
these additional comments restated the positions librarians: had , ‘F‘

as

3 .
. % . .
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-

taken, on the individual questions, "such as the selection process
needed to bé more accurate; distribution of documents had been

. slow,-and librarians and users had difficilty.when serials that had

" previously been sent -in paper were now being sent in microfiche.

. However ,-some librarians used this as an opportumity to make an
overall evaluation of the GPO Library P¥ogram that in a number of
cases was favorable. For example, 33 librarians wrote that, the GPO . -
Depository Program recently had .improved greatly. Twenty-six li-
brarians thought GPO provided an essential service, and 22 librar-
jans wrote that GPO should be commended for doing a fine job.

¥

4

2 ’-




N S . APPENDIX -II

. .

U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

N S_URVE,Y'O'F'D.EPOSIT‘ORY LIBRARIES’ VIEWS
CONCERNING GPO’S DEPOSITORY LIBRARY PROGRAM

t‘u
> "' INTRODUCTION (Based on completed questionnaires received from 1,246 depository '
"~ . libraries.) » Select the item below that best describes your library. (Check-
PR The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain information on one.) ] ™
e your library’s views on the Government Printing Office’s Deposi- NUMBE . o .
K tory Library Program and the service it provides to’you asa 706 - 1. O c
.3 s . .  depository library. . . S : . »
I - 45 2. [] Court lLibrasy -
"t T The questionnaire cani bé completed in about an hour or two. LLEEs .
. Most of the questions can be readily ariswered either by checking 43 3.-[] Federal agency library
- L boxes or filling in blatks. Where records or figures are not readily : e
: . available, we would like to have your best estimates. We would 125 4. [] Law school library d
€ . likethehcadol‘tbelibnrytércview’indberuponn’bleforlhe ’ -
O : questionnaire but you may wast to consult with others, such as 250 s. [:] Public library’
4 . depository librarians or catalogess, for certain information. )
‘ £ 2% . . 45 6. [] State library agency *
., 1 . o we can delete your library's from the follow-up‘qocedure 30 1. [:] Orher (please specify.) .
- ’fhefmu for those who do not return the questionnaire. 2 No Answer . v
N ﬂuou;hmuhhquesﬁonnliretheremnumbaspﬁnud N 3. Approximtdyhowmnyvolumes(bo(hpapalndmicro—
v * within parentheses fo assist our keypuncher in coding responses fiche) does your entire library have? (Check one.) ~ ®
for computer analysis. Please disregard these numbers. NUMBER .
: ' : ' =4 1. [] Less than 50,000
envelope within 10 days, if possible. If you have any questions, 125 2. [ s0.000 10 99.999
please contact cither Rosemary Jellish at (202) 275-9029 or Debra ” : .
_ Bell at (202) 275-6073. We appreciate your participation. 299 3. [] 100,000 to 199,999
- ' — — 3427 4. []200,000 10 499.999.  _
. GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS 188 5. []500,000 to 999,999
AACR Anglo-American Cataloging Rules 178 .
COSATI Committee of Scientific and Technical 6. D 1,000,000 to 3,999,999 -
»  Information (cataloging ruies) v -
DocEx "Documents Expediting Project (Li- 34 7. []4.000,000 or more
< . pu)ry.orCougrwSubsaiption Serv- 6 No Answer -
. ice . :
) . GPO Government Printing Office . . 4. GPO has approximately 5,500 item numbers or types ol‘dpcu- \
N : LC Library of Congréss ments available for selection. About how many of these item
: MARC Machine Readable Cataloging (cata- | numbers has your lnbnry selected? (Enter number.) .

OCLC Online Computer Library Center;.
: formerly, Ohio College Library Cen- -

N . ter (Bibli hic Utility Network) :

" | PRF  Publications Reference File

loging format) Mean 1,755 iem numbers Fange 16-5500 s

5.” GPO sends depository libraries an average of 1,600 documents
per month in paper and 3,400 per month in microfiche. Ap-

- RLIN Research l:“’"ﬁ“ lnl‘qt:mntion Net- oximately how many documents in psper format and in'mi-
. '  work (Bibliographic Utility Network) grroﬁchc does the library receive per month from GPO? (Enter
. | suDgc * Superintendent of Documents, Gov- approximate numbers.)
ernment Printing Office ’ range 5-5400
WLN  Washington Library Network (Biblio- Mean 1. 565 paper documents (volumes) per month (1316
) aphic Wility Network) . . ~

“ b ' Mean 2. 824 ___ microfiche dgcau%t?u%u—’t?xggxh 12

A. INFORMATION ON TYPE AND SIZE OF - . -
LIBRARY , o . : v .
. : ‘ 6. GPO sends an average of about 100 shipments per month to
1. Is your library a selective or a regional depository library? depository libruia'. Approx‘imue!y how many shipments
Number (Check one.) v ® (e.g., boxes, not daily periodicals) in both paper and micro-

fiche does your library receive from GPO each month? (Enter

. 1164 1, [] Selective depository library N the approximate number.
: e e s R . Mean 39 range 1-200"
N : 1’7_ 2. [] Regional depository library .27 __ shipments per month : am
L R ‘ ‘ N .
5 . ‘ No Answer y
' e

El{lC" | B L 2 -. o
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 APPENPIX ITI ~ . R .~ - - °_ 7 APPENDIX II -
B. CURRENT GPO DOCUMENT ) ‘Assumm; GPO fills most of your claims, how are your un-
. D|STH|BUT|°N sEav'cEﬁ N . . filled claims handled by GPO? /Check une box in each row.)

7. FOR SELECTIVE DEPOSITORIES ONLY. (Regional de-

positories, skip to question 8.) - N ‘ - [ . a'}* /
How many paper and nficrofiche documents, if any, do you - » ' ! 2 i‘ ¥ f v
get per month, distributedundcrmitempumberyouhadnot« e, . N i F A E?
selected, excluding samples? (Check one box in each row.) SlENE]F]£]s
] ) . \ » . 7 -
Unfilled claims L] @3] @]9 © |No Answer
T . ®
1) Claim form re- . " : "
turned stamped oy - an
“out of print- _ |’ _ :
L] : .
«GPO h38 |207 [376 113298 83 | - 31
2) No response re- ’ :
- —1 No Angwer ceived from ~ © .
L |EEEE_lie 13 17e Jesiueanioz) 26 .| Gpo diin sf 35 heolres[eszl o6 | 107
* *2 Microfiche [ 15 | 36 | 81 | 36p13f154] © 3™ timonh |} : i '
gures do not Include the 47 regional e
5. FEPesitony &%3';%5 183 5 fche documents, if any, do . - S
you submit & claim to'GPO becausea document you selected ) .
was missing from your shipment? (Check one box in each o : L. g
row.) . J 10. How often, if at all, does failure to receive a claimed docu-
. - _maent from GPO cause you a problem, such as having to seek
i ‘ ’ the document from another source? (Check one.) o0
i ¢ F /7 !f Number ' ' T -
¢ /8¢ f; 5 1. [J 10 or more times per month
a /2 > .o ’ -
d/s/2/2/L o) 27 2. [[]5to 9 times per month ' e
ml@ | @] @]©®]® o answer. 183 3. [ t0 4 times per month '
2 o . 1. Paper - 6] 91l232]483)31 30"“ 716 4, DLmthm once per month
i [ . ) . :
2. Microfiche | 7| 60|166]622]369 18] 419" . 283 5. []Never
<32 No Answer e

-

B ‘ . Y . ~ oo
11. How often, if arall, has slowness in :eoeiVing a document from GPO caused you a problem, such as being unable to han;!le a’library

user’s request in & timely manner? (Check one.) - . an
Number » . . R
1 1. D 25 or more times ‘per month
32 2. D 10 io 24 times per month
’ 904( 3. D $ to 9 times per month

367 4. D 1 to 4 times per month
564 5.'[] Less than once per month

165 6. DNever ) )
17 No Answer . .
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1. ‘l'owhatm:m u'aull huubeaupmblemmuvmtherono‘mumofdoamummoﬁche?(awckwbxmudlmw)

4 : - . To a Very ’ Toa To Little - -t
. ‘ . Great To a Great Moderate | " To Some or'No
Extent Extent - |- Extemt " "Extent ' Extent -
| , 0) @, @ | @ ® ko Answer
1) Serials when other issues of the serial are in paper 367 +| - 181 216 168 270 0 44 "
2) Publications of 14 pages or less (unless one of @ : /‘ . 10 1 N R .
series already in fiche) . 26 | - 54 116 182 go1 | =67
3) Publicatjons with maps or folders i} 3 | 180 568 | 0874
* 4) Brochures, flyers, posters, charts ] Tss.f4 86 | 109.° 128 773 o9 92
%) Publications requiring updates, inserts 271 ¢ R "'1610 354 ) ig3 _-,“‘54_ o eg
. 6) Publications in which color or half-tones are. ~ - o _ -
essential 10 use L1746 |3 C ] 132 577 on 86
k) Publu:auons ofa popular nature intended for the ) “ . 2 ) o K I o
general public . 213 |, 195 . 208 * 165 -7} ™399 66
8) Standard reference works (you.may list up fo o 1 ‘ L 1. . .
three where you've had problems) . . C - . o ' e :
) R 162 77 59 | - 27 180 | ow741
) 2 - ' 91| w2 | 26 f T |73 | *mes
- E N : . . 56 -25 23 | 12 103 © | wmo027
i 9)‘Pcﬁodicak in a magazine or newsletter style 168 © 140 219 179 470 “D.' 70
10) Adminisu-at‘ive' agency decisions - i . B4 47 ) 98. '1"20 A ‘838 ) 89
> [11) Other (please specify.) ' ’ : P
. - {44)
69 | 20 |- 11 6. 99 1035 °

* 13. For how many documents pey month, if any, do you find microfiche with th; following characteristics? (Check one box in each row.)

N
25 or more 1010 4° St09 T lwd Less than
d per | @ per | & per per | one document )
month’ f month None
) o mz‘)lh . m?!“)(h @ / w:s?u r % [No Answer
1) Physically damaged mlcroﬂche (eg. i » j/ 1 AN
bent, cut) 6 7 28 07 454 60 35
2) Poor readability (e.g., blurry, small iype) 18 21 64 241 558 298| “ 46
3) Inadequate header information 32 4‘1 . o 44 ’ aa] " 37
4) Inaccurate header information - 12 ‘53 105 277 31‘21 341 | Y A
5) lliegible headers - ) 4 o | 26 |~ 126 491 _lsso] " 39

e S S :
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~ 580
513

/

48

© 53

»

~

1. [] Not enough item numbers for Weeded selectivity
2. [] About the right oumber of item numbers
3. DToomnyAitqnmmbm

No Answer (Figures include only selecti

. (FOR SELECTIVE DEPOSITORIES ONLY, REGIONALS, SKIP

o .?}‘ S APPENDIX II

By . -

X

. (FOR SELECTIVE DEPOSITORIES ONLY; REGIONALS, SKIP i‘OTQUBHON 1)
Which of the following best describes the item number breakdown for seiecting documents

<

ve depository libraries) .
TO QUESTION 16.)

? (Check one.)

selections? (Check one box in each row.)

ku&fwﬂmdﬁmﬁfwﬂmmw&hmmGPOmrwm,mm

Lo Neither
. .. smisfied ¢
’ Highly - nor Die- Very
. : :  satisfied - sitinfied Distatiefied . |  Dissatisfied :
Document selection process - B (] )] N [+ o Answer
1) Frequency of periodic surveys (“PRINTOUTS™) 79 193 284 57 sn 27
2) Regularity of periodic surveys (“PRINTOUTS'") 63 . 226 312 78 i} 6n 28
3) Adequacy of information on ncwa surveys 67 N 588 - 233 238 13 ’ ©n 15
4) Time period between périodic survey o / : :
" (“PRINTOUTS'") and when you start getting your / . - . [t )
‘new selection S - /T 252 ]12 495 188 30
$) Time period between surveys for new items and A ’ ’ VA e
when you start getting the new items / 19 343 380 346 T4 32

\

16.?

Number

75
408
358
136
196
52
21 ;

Number'

175
368
199
287
144

21

( Figures

"

IRV

(Figures ‘include "gnly selective depository libraries)

Do you agree or disagree that GPO should assign

a SuDoc class stem (e.g.. GA 1.13:) that remains the same
nomwhuchmpominthw?(awckm.)m
1. [[] Not applickble (do not use SuDOC numbers)

. DSuon;lyuree

3. [] Agtee

a. DNeitherureenor.disuree

s. [[] Disagree -

6

. DStron;Iy’dhune_ .
No Answer

.’ (FOR SELECTIVE DEPOSITORIES ONLY; REGIONALS,

SKIP TO QUESTION 18.)

Suggestions' have been made that SuDOC classification
numbers be used for selection rather than item numbers. Do,
you agree or disagree that GPO could eliminate item numbers
and instead make each class stem a new basis for'selection?
{Check one.) . o, “n
L D Strongly agree

2. D Agree

3. [] Neither agree or disagree
4. D Disagree

. ] strongly disagree

No Answer

include only selective depository libraries.)

29

33

18. What, if anything, do you use an item number for? {Check
Number alf that 8pply.) ’
492 1. [] Trace history of a document .. B}
574 2. [] Union list of what libraries get which documentsom
122 3. [[] Keep like documents together { “
1146 4. [T] Check whiether the document has been selected
33 5. [] Nothing ' wn
150 6. [[] Other (Please specify.) @
(TohRIRLI RRVSHUER hoPlfhIieeRs ool
C. OTHER DOCUMENTS bl ]
19. Approximately how often, if at all, do users request documents
that GPO does not offer through the Depository Library Pro-
Number gram? (Check one.) . = ‘ 64
. 39 D 25 or more times per month )
101 2 DJTO toutima“per month
129 3. [Js 10 9 times per month 3
335 & [J1to4 times per month
523 5. []Less than once per month
102. 6. []Never
17 No Answer
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20.

N3
Number

675

7
37

21.

Number
175
399
644

28

O
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When you request & document from GPO thatisa*t curvesily offered through the Depository Libeary Program, how ofiea; if at all,

does GPO subsequently make it available 10 you through the program? (Check one.) s
' . nﬁ , .Number o -
1. [] Not applicable, have not requested documents - 52 4. [ ] As often a3 not .
2. [ Always or almost all the time . 247 5. []Sometimes\.
3. [ Most of the time . 211 6.0 [] Rarely, if ever
17_ No “Answver

wnenywhm.needrawzwmonmwmomwuwm;mumw

obtain them:1) fmmmcd,habn:nndl)fmum?(&temminudnmhm}
(NOTE: each column should total to 100%.) .

. 7 For your own

- )

surveys, flood studies, etc.) for the entire country.

Suggested alternatives include: regional
an option of keeping more
the option of keeping more

in mind cost and space chk oupox-)

.

2. DKeepmiurwforMStluonly.withopdouofkeepiumorem;mll

1. [ ] Keep material for the entire country

3. [ Keep material for their region of the country, with option of keeping more material

No Answer -

£

34

30

collection

1. Borrow through inter-library loan 8,3 e
2. Contact Congressperson of oommmee 8'§ s

‘ 3. Conuct_th'eucncy _ ‘ .. 8.5 e
4. Obtain from GPO tales program - 373 asm
5. Obtain them from a commercial source _ 9.4 o
6. Obtain from DocEx (Library of Congress Subscription Service) — 45 _ am
7. Refer zo.o(hersource’l 6.4 onn
8. Unable to obtain ] ' : TOTAL — 6.9+

. Title 44 requires regional depositories to receive and keep geographically-specific material (such as statistical mua'ili, maps, agriculture

Dup 160
=2
For users
47.5 % oo
5.4 a9
9.0 0sm
1.2—6—7 0%-41)
3.6 we
1.6 e
15.8 o
4.5 wes»
100%

be required to keep only the material for the State where they are located, with
‘wredoulldepaitoriuberequired!oueponlythemuerillfd!beirreﬁouonhecoumrywith
m.wm.wmd:ofthefollowin;requiremcnudoyoumlnkisbmforre‘ionlldepositoriu?'(l’lunkeep

(2]
!

o

¢



O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[

APPENDIX II

@

-

' APPENDIX II

23. Rqardlesofwhahuanotyousathemu-hl.Mwohm.ﬁm.mmhkummfamwmﬁcm

from States or regions of the country other than your own? (Chetk ne box in each row.)
. L N Vﬂ'y -
" Very : ' Seldom,
‘ Frequently Frequently ? Seldom if ever
USER REQUESTS ) @ () * @ ®) - Ino answer
Census materials; . - 7
1) From other States - 228 265 347 - 187 204 ® s
2) From'other regions of the country 189 186 | 362 223 267 | % 19
U.S. Geological Survey maps: 4 ) , . . - )
3) From other States . 110 ' 146 278 207 477 oM og
.4) From other regions of the country 243 ‘2 oo 45
Soil surveys: -~ - E on .
5) From other States 33 55 142 232 . 162 22
6) From other regions of the country 27 | 41 117 . 227 I 811 “@ 23
Flood insurance stidies: 45 N - . ' .y .
7) From other States 1 2 % 51 163 1006 .| /23
8) From other regions of the country _ 2 - 26 145' “IO‘i&V “@

24. FOR REGIONAL DEPOSITQS

R ARIESONLY. (Selective depositories, please skip to the next question.) What would be your

EMCZ' |

approximate space and dollar ' Jou were required to keep only geographically-specific material from your State or regiof of
the country? (Please fill .in the feemof shelf space, number of microfiche storage drawers, and dollar savings in each row.) pup (1)
CE ’ ’ . - “1)
: AMOUNTS .
. Microfiche
. Feet of storage
. ) ? shelf space drawers K Dollars
SAVINGS . g e Y @ (&)
! i ! i range 42-2500 range 1-1t e 500-244P1
1) If you, were required to keep only your State’s materials oan 426 on 594 o g £ana faih
R : . range 30-2739 rdnge 1-20 ange 350-300pD
2) If you were required to keep only your region's materials mean 406 oop| Mean &

aemipean 7096 quim

31
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- 28, Gmmzhetmofmlwmn'mbeavuhbktodeposuoqhm lfnndwhenthcymmmhble would you want
e usefono-m;mpsfmGPOmm&mmﬁhawwlbam’(Mkupmmmdewmaumbox

° in each row.)
) v . * Il i -
_ - | Definitely. | Probably . Prohably | Definitely (already
Yes Yes . Undecided No No- receive) -
R : < ) S v (k)] 4) 3. - ® No Answer
v 1) U-S. Geological Survey maps i ol 364, 194 - 104 158 2357 | 1758 o 36
Cos 2) Defense Ml’pﬁn’; Agency maps . 171 - 131‘ c 132 285" ' 408 . 81 o8 38
3) National Oceangraphic and Atmospheric . i "
Administration/ Weather Survey maps 99 149 190 346 390 322 L% o
. .
4) Natfonal Ocean Survey maps 96 101 156 352 476 | '23 on 42
§) Bureau of Land Mmmmm 123 151 193 - 358 340 ° e on 46
i BFM" of Census maps . 382 313 128 113 145 | 129 "™ 36
_'I)&'ﬁce of the Geographer maps < 120 115 296 307 " 351 . 10 LIS
8) Soil Conservation Service maps 122 138 188 1EQ 275 1q “n 46
9) Department of Energy maps 106 146 °* %33 - 350 - 356 16 @ *'0
10) Corps of Engineers maps 99 154 - 182 356 . 398 12 w45
11) Forest Service maps - w2 | 177 1 178 284 ass 53 “
. 12) Housing and Urban Development maps 92 171 261 121 1. 2uh a 7Y o1
" | 13) Tennessee Valley Authority maps 68 65 108 350 .60'3 1o “w .9
D. CATALOGING i
26. How do ydu rate the quality of GPO’s anlo:uu (as found in the Monthly Catalog) m the followmg arm" (Please ngnote mechanml )
errors such as typographical ¢ erron or misspellings.) (Check one box in each row.) . . ) .
’ o : T Neither good o
. Very good Good nor poor Poor Very poor .
N o @ @ 2 @ jeﬁ —{No Angwer
1. Subject headings 266 711 180 51 & . “n 32
2. Authority work 255 687 217 29 7 un gy
3. Main entries 295 730 155 6 2 38
4. Added entries ’ 246 702 206 . 1A ! '”‘ 41
5. Other access poiAts 246 643 246 32 9 Seh oy
’ : . \ -
. 27. Which of the following changes, if any, do you think GPO should make regarding descriptive cataloging? (Check one.) 2]
Nu_r;xg_e{L D'Add more information to cataloging record (e.g., more Government agencies, contractors, pérsonal authors, eic.)
822 2, D Keep the descriptions the salne as they are curreptly ,
189 3. D Make the cataloging descriptions shorte.” {more like whdi OPO used before adopting Anglo-American Cataloging Rules (AACR)
in 1976)
48 No Answer
N ) 4

32
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Y N L
~ 28, mmmammmmwm Library of Congress (LC) subject headings? IChafoncbaxiaédlme
. Agree Agree Undecided Disagree
GPO*should: (l)‘ @ & - ) . (9 - No Answer
1) Continue xo_usc LC subject headings 174 286 41 14 ‘5 oy 19
. 2) Give more LC subject headings for each record . 152 314 - 388 319 22 154 5'1
- ti, -
3) Give fewer LC headings for each record 6 56 273 607 ‘234 -9 90
4) Use-more speoﬁ_c LC mb@ headings 211 452 257 - 179 q [t 4'5
. ¥ . St ) R
. 29: Do you agree or disagree that, in-addition to LC subject headings, GPO should use scientific and technical vocabularies and/or legislative
vocabularies? (Check one box in each row.) . e - e
- Strongly -t Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided Di Disagree,
GPO should use: 1) . 2) [£)] (‘) (5) Lo Answer
1) Scientific and technical vocabularies 142 331 402 284 59 o 28
2) Legislative information vocabularies 182 359 363 266 57 e g
) . . =
10. If GPO developed an in-house cataloging system and withdrew from OCLC (Online Computer Library Center), what type of impact
would this have on your library? (Check one.) i ’ 199
Number ’
28 1. D Significantly positive impact —
28 2. [] positive impact .
40 i i ¢ -
. 6 3. [] Little or 1o impaci a
324 4. [:] Negative impact ° '
437 Sb. [:] Significantly negative impact
23 No Answer :
\N 31. If GPO were to discontinue its personal name authority work, what type of impact would this have on your library? (Check one.)
umber 1600
10 1. D Significantly positive impact
38 2. [[] Positive impact :
597 3. D Little or no impact
400 4, D Negative impact b
187 5. D Significantly negative impact '
14 No Answer
32. AACR 2 (Anglo-American Cataloging Rules, Second Edition) has 3 levels of cataloging—Level | (minimal level cataloging), Level 2,
and Level 3 (highest level). GPO currently uses level 3 cataloging. In your opinion, would Level | and/or Level 2 provide sufficient
information for a reference tool for your library? (Check one box in each row.)
Definitely | “Probably | - Probably Definitely Don't
¢ , : ! Yes Undecided No No know
CATALOGING ALTERNATIVES (0] ) (4) 6] (6)
0 Answen
AACR 2 Level | 210 152 315 477 32 w30
AACR 2 Level 2 166 453 140 222 197 37 w3
’ .
\ ’ o
o 33 ‘
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13, A number of altérnatives have been suggested for cataloging scientific and technical documents. such as the Department of Energy
technical reports. Would you support or oppose the following suggestions for currert documents fi.e., those published from the start
of the program forward} and for old documents (i.e.. those published from 1976 to start of program) which GPO would distribute
10 depository libraries who want them? (Check one column under each type of document, current and oid. Thus, there should be two -
columns checked in each row.; ' . :

; CATALOGING SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL DOCUMENTS
g No Answer

| /| CURRENT DOCUMENTS £/ . oo pocuments / .
7 e Bi/ ]

) \;Q Q f -Jq § fa/.

. (Q\é’ q’{ Of dig‘ Qésé:s,— q.g? éf Qj @! ‘,$°$ eo°€

Suggested Options K  Jolale]w/e e LTo]a o [fw/® /[ [ho snswer
1) GPO should not catalog them since the B L . e
issuing agency already does - | 54 96]125] s23235 13en60]331hs6]a64] 112
2) GPO should catalog them with full catalog- ;
" ing into AACR2 and MARC format so that
all Government documents are C . (o
together * © }337382]116] 119 36 2990581159 59 j244 104
3) GPO should catalog them with minimal . 1
cataloging 3q1581145] 407R06 1730831319169 ({253 116
4) GPO should mechanically convert the issuing 1-
. agéncy's COSATI format records to MARC .
and include them in with their cataloging ] *»-0
re@ords - 1493531228] 89 29 291p45 190 | 41 ]348 118
5) GPO, Library of Congress and the scientific i -4 ‘
and technical agencies should work out : ) G .
cataloging rules that would be consistent - . .
between COSATI and AACR2® 303401]129| 54 35]254p% 281330170 |74 | 37 4300 10'2‘}
6) The agencies currently using COSATI format ¢
and rules should use MARC format and L 9 _ . me
AACR?2 rules 23d4316216| 56 | 31]|313)6) 84 26426 70 § 401350 112
7y Agencies currently using MARC format and ’ )
AACR2 rules should use COSATI format . Coste
and rules . A 25}160B35 PB22|307 8| 21181 |290p83 |343 . 120
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M.

- -Number
36

270

217
609

25
3s.

36.

Mumber
198

207

354

324

76

87 .

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2. Gr

wh&nbkms.dlny hasr.hehckofmaloﬁnsbyGPO-
ﬁcandwchnwﬂdocumemsausedyourhbnrym
m:mpunxtommemnmalforum"fawckone; -

™
[ very great probiem

37.

»

%

nak.
Would a tcmpgnry skdcul cataloging record on the fol-
lowing systems help you until full cataloging could be done?
".{Check on¢ bax in each row.}

b

APPENDIX II -

problem R
’ 1 ]
3. [] Moderate problem £/ ¢ s/ <
! ' . NEYEYEVEYE
D Some problem g§ a? f ] QS -
] . : P S
. [ Littte or no problem * Cataloging /L /S A
No Answer : Sytems [ () [ @ | @ | @ | ) | No Answer
How often, if ever, haveyouexpmmeedproblermmmns 1yocLe P17 1380|109 141 | 203 an 96
doc:’men;ls for users because the documents not cata- -
loged in the following systems? (Check one box in eachrow.) 2) WLN : . un
Dup 14y : 23 . 36 j149 98 | 657 283
s HRLIN =] 40 | 51 [153 j103 | 622 277
' R ) qunhly
¥y \ @ i s
& £ § 4\, ’ . . upa 47 | 66 | 167 | 109 | 588 269
-7
Catalont Eg €, d‘f & [£/8 19 :‘nntlﬁ
aia oging onthly Bag las7 111 147 ] 97 gs -
Systems R EHREOREON K& ©) No Answer Catalog [0 .
noctc | 72}176/3371 99 174 34351 @
2) WLN ™ 38. In your opinion, should GPO have any priorities in catalog-
4l 111 1 A.191104 84 ing documents? (Check one box.) C- un-
3) RLIN L) Number )
) 14] 20] 271 3 29106886 —. JYe
4) Monthly e - 961 - .
Cataiog : ) 261 2 D No (Skip to qucsnon 40.)
tapes .9 16} 33 11] 26 106
3 86 69 No Answer
5) Printed R ’
Monthly . R .
oo | 115 241] 40d 115198 43 “@
If you have experienced problems caused by documents not
being cataloged by GPO, how do you hmdle the situa-
rion? (Check one box.) (i
1. [5] Not applicable—hate not had problems
2. [:] Caulog “most or #ems when received (in-house,
contractor, or commictcial system) ¢ ~
3. [J Catalog some items as eeded (in-house, contractor’ .
or commercial system)
4. [] Use othertoola ¢ 3., Energy Research Absiracts, PR gy . .
s. [[] Other (please specify.) ’
No Answer ’

35

7y
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. .

», x‘&»: . -
To,what exicnt, it any, ‘45 Qei think GPO shouid q& caraloging the following items before any other irems?
s R L ) - s o -

row.):

- «

{Check one box

To Some

z . .
J; 3 Toa Very To a Great To a Mod- To Little or .
* o - -Great Extent Evem erate Extent Extent No Extent .
L . S @ &) @ ] (&} No Answer
1) Congressional documents 331 - T 295 179 73 | 63 w20
2) Library of Congress requésts bued Qn coop- 2 . : .
erative cataloging agreement with GPO .| 183 2699 259 118 53
. . 3) ltems for sale throug GPO £ 244 322 —Z_LL ‘2q.. 27
e 4) liems not for sale through:GPO 68 127 256 244 63
A - 7|5) Wemis covered.jghthe news media 596 189 87 1 s 6 .
( == — : —=F ' -
. :7 sus publications - st9- 245 137 &3 23
2 F3ienial publications . 230 Jo1 247 107 55 o 3
P : o 21 -} 74 222 244 365 ® 35
: DML and techmcal)mﬂeﬁd 85 149_ 292 218 ) - 186 am 34
- B« e g SENITSER %‘9.‘. N R
10 O!her {please o ify.) (ﬁ'—-‘_ e T 1‘6 ‘ 13 - o 6 2 . 15 msog
{Figures' include only the. 961 who thought GPO should have priorities.) \
40. Sometimes, as GPO begins to catalog an item, they find OCLC already has a cataloging record for that item. Since GPO is the authori-
- ty. they modify the OCLC record. Do you think GPO should change the OCLC record or should GPO accept the record as OCLC
has it? (Check. A : Cam
Number * S, : . . :
‘ 675 I.-DGPO;houldem»dunaeLheOCLC record LIe . e .
126 2. [] GPO shulet change the OCLC record less often than at present -
90 - 3. [:]-GPO showt Ml _;lherecotduOCL(‘:huit E "
331 4 [JNoopinioh . * -t .y o
24 No Answer )
E. MONTHLY CATALOG FORMAT S . . .
41. We would like your opipion on the overall format of the ’ 42. What is your opinion on the size of the printed Qdomhly'
printed Monthly Catalog-issued by GPO. How satisfied or Catalog? (Check one.) ™
Jdissatisfied aré yoifijwith the present of the printed Number ‘
. Monthly Cataiog? heck one.) - an 106 Ll [0 Much too large
umber B . .
381 1. [:] Very satisfied . - 306 2 D Too large
560 2. ‘[___] Somewhat satisfigd \ ‘ 745 3. [:] About right
. : A s, 1
107 | ‘w Neither satisfied n lnssausﬁed, 19 ] Too small
143 3. [:] Somewhat dissatisfied N - 5. [:] Much too small
3‘2 5. [:] Very dissatis-ﬁed 61 6. [:] No opinion
15 6. [[] No opinion * 11 No Answer
8 @?"“@’ No Answer ’ ' ' -
S -
(
p * oL )
r . e .- ; e e e s
: . 40
. . . .
, 36 .
Q " . !
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. ES R 7. LN . é’ . . ° e : R . .- .
.. APPENDIX IL 7 = ° . R : APPENDIX II
. . o B L .*\ . " ‘ \ ,
h SN 22 . o I ‘.(-'? g- v . ) - L
* 43.” Some alternatives have been suggested to the current Format of the Monthly Ca(ul'og. How useful, if at all, woyld the Monthly Catalog *
_ * "¢ be if it were as described in each of the following statements? (Check one box in each row.) . . )
. . . > AN T g . - - D .
- S . ’ : Very Greatly Greatly Moderately | Sorhewhat - -Little or
C ?' Useful Useful | Useful * Useful No Use .
- S ) @ @ L@ ) |No Answer
L " | 1) Both the text of each recosd and the jndeves | . S v o .
-, .| in paper (present forman) - i - | 620 4392 i53 35" 14 w 5,
C s P * 12 Both the 1text of ‘each record and the indexes - " o L '3 T N an
s | i mierofiche B T 77 A 200 349 505 | %33
- 2 3) Text of each record in paper and indexes ' A 4 . - »
cuimulated periodically in microfiche 52 109° 240 340 1 4s8 ( ’47
. " - - - ¥ - ”
f . 4) Text of éach r_ecord in fiche and indexes v . = (m. .
2 ) . cumulated periodically in paper 3 99 - 50 - 294 [ . . 275 . 385 . ‘;43_:..- N
v '|'5) Shorter descriptions in qne paper version - e R - ",\ ' N
Y * * with the larger version also available in o : . L o
microfiche T . 93, - 183 269 248 401 52
\' 6) Broken dovm'inl_o several smaller catalogs- R . C . 08
. . coverling different subject areas = - 28 ' 64 123 “ 247 743 4
N n Brokcn_down into several smaller catalogs ) . on )
. ‘ coverifg diffefent asencifs .. - - L oa” » Bb s 125 217 _T174 43 ‘
8) Other (Please specify.) .- - o ) . .
48 9 o o 1 18, 11165
, N
44, How often st.lould a cumu-la(ivc index to the Monthly Catalog be issued (each index would include entries from all previous months
iy of the year)? (Check one.) C i ' P
G Number -
@ . 235 1. [ JMontdy L . a
- 25 2 [Jsimonthly .+ ’
. . : ' ) L . ,
376, 3. [] Quarterly . . - - ! .
450 4.p D Semiannually ‘(present method) ~ - . )
. . A
. 83 5. [] Annually ) I
e 31 . '6._D01hcr (please .spea'fy.) L - - -
’ . v ( o i - .
’ 046 ’ No Answer ) ) : . ! ’
. * ' ’ . 4 s ©° .
g ‘ K .
~ ® N hY
s * ¢
. ) R & . v \ .
. D . : , .
w - . a .
- ' _‘ - 4 i
: -
. . . - . . R [ . '
R N . ‘ 1 T e 1 N
N . : * S ) . ¢ ; »
) K ) s ) i ) 41 . . e
. Q ' S ‘ . : oooe
ERIC - SR .-
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.45, Inyour opinion, _}bhich of the following numbering systems should appear in the GPO cataloging records? (Check one box in each rov.) .

, Definitely . Probably Probably Definitely
. : . . Yes _Yes .1 :Undecided No ‘No -
¢ . Numbering Systems m @ )/ A @ (5) |No Answer
r‘ . S . o - n v
) 1)'Monthly Catalog entry number 687 238 M 1i9 . %128 20 wo 54
2) SuDoc classification number P : 1183 . . 61 ? 15 7 c 8 o 2 un 5o
- 3) Item nuiftber ‘ 884 223 ' 58 R 48 10 W 23
- Y be s '
L ) GPO stock number A.f?” 1519 137 . 117 16 \‘(u) 46
*$) Library of Congress Class number - 651 343 137' 60 « 27 - | 0 o8
6) Dewey Class number 341 353 oy 222 191 87 w 527
* | 7 Library of Congress card number ’ 459 ’ 542 w -~ 140 ) a4 o 48
8) OCLC number . . 6235. 332 174 ¢ gy ' . é1 L@ 39
9')' Agency report numbers ] 529 "] 364 196 79 28 o : 5‘0
,10) National Library of Medicirie class numbers ,1 06 235 520 . ‘222 1 04 wgq
..‘ 11).National Agriculture Libtary class numbers 90 226 537 , 223 .1‘08 w0 g
“ . 46. About what percentage of the time do you ’usc'!he Monthly Catalog, GPO’s Publication Reference Filel (PRF), or 'oiher sources for
the following purposes? (Enter percentages in each column. Note: each column should total to 100%.) - Dup (14
AR o : . : . s -
. . . Accessing Accessing
v ) . Current Retrospective
> Cataloging Material Material
1. Monthly Gatalog ' . 30.2 % 36.9 % % 58.9 %
- (2] 124:26) {42-44)
. LPRF 6,5 % 36.7 % 13.7 %
) N D Ly " 21:29) (4347
e 3. Other (please specify): 63.3 % 24.4 % ‘27 .4 %
. . {1244 . AUO)ZI“ (48-500
‘ ’ % % %
! FIERY)Y 1338 T 1-sn .
v . % T %
{18-20) - N {3638) (54-56}
% % ' %
@ - 094l ($7:59) ‘
TOTAL \ 100% % 100% - % 100% ~ . %
3 : P
e e - . . LN . C .
47. 1f the PRF included documents other than sales documents, would you prefer to use it instead of the Monthly Catalog? (Check
- AN ‘ ' . ’ . . ' ’ 160}
Number one-) . . "
250 L D Definitely yes . -
2 7‘2 2. D Probably yes
272 3 [Jundecided , - -
. »/
- 314 4.°[_]Probablyno -, )
105 5. D Definitely no .
33° No ‘Answer . - b g
- v—‘- ) . -
. 3 i -
v - . )
' [ - L
. !
Q - .t ° 38

E
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48 How important or unimportarit do you think it is lhal the Monthly Catalog should havc thc following characteristics? /Check one box

in each row.)

. Very

poa . V"y : AN ’ , '
* important Impdriant Undecided - | “Unimpcrtant  |xUnimportant |
S ) ) - Q) ) (0)) () No Answer ’
N 1) Inclusive of all documents , A g ST . & oy . og -
— i - us 859 289 47 i 21 S-SR b 33
2) Ease of using catalog-(one-step process) N 459 71 39 B () 35'> .
) » 3) Current oer 958 259 Y . _ @ 55
. 4) Complete index 982, 2200 “18. ‘2 k¢ - e g
5) Descriptive information about the % | R B : PN }
contents of the publication 331 .. 0610 153 121 6 e 25
. P . ‘
) 6) Cumulative - 691 417 81" 59° * . 6 29
'C 7) Short ftem descriptions 7 217 515 326 128 g o g
8) Inclusive of all corporate authors 316 479 256 155 14 . o
_9)_lnclusiv;c of. ail p’crsonal authors 301 : 465 '252 ~ ‘1 ac - (] é7
. 10) Other (please specify.) R : ;| ) ’
2 . s Vi . 4 L.
. .56 10 4 2 1 ool 173
. ~
. 49, If you have any addmona] comments regarding lny prev:ous question or pncral commems concerning GPO's Deposuory Lnbnry Pro-’
gram, please use the space below. . La an
496 additional comments ' L ]
S - \a ,
o ¥ « ‘
\ d
-MMS-7/83 o
- ¥ ' Y] A
. . . )
. ' ; BN [ v ’
Q L Y 39 ’
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We abpre,dnc‘your answers and comments. Please return the questionnaire in the postage-paid envelope,to:

. Ms. Debra Bell : . .
.+ U.S. General Accounting Office : <
Room 6007 A !
441 G Street, N.W, . R i . St
Washington, D.C. 20548 ) R . S .
OPTIONAL L S . , ' ,

50. Please enter below the name, title, and telephone-number of the individual who should be contacted if clarification and/or additionat
information to this questionnaire are needed. This section will ultimately be separated from the questionnaire. ;

NAME: i 1,029 names provided ‘
HTLE &

TELEPHONE: _ : ,

. (Area code) . - - (Number)
. ~
1
¥ . * ) \
. ! ‘
F] e ﬂ\' )
' )
0
! a Lt
B N
N - - 0a K
. s
. ’£ ’ s e
o ‘ : [ N
L - . % .
. , . ;.
(916667 S ' 4 : '
) - . 44 o ,
. . SR - ' )
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